31 October 1967 



Dear Ray, 

I appreciate your having let me know about Maggie*s injury and I 
have, of course, sent her a note expressing ny dismay at this misfortune. 

I am truly heartsick that she has had to endure so many hard blows in 
the last two years. 

I am also grateful to Letha for what I understand was her spirited 
defense of me against a suggestion that I wa 3 in some kind of cahoots 
with RFK. Anyone who entertains such a notion might just as well 
believe George C. Thomson, or the hollowed-out knoll with fake trees. 

Or (afterthought) the Warren Report. 

It seems I have become the villsiness of the piece not Mark Lane, 

who offers the public stress marks on the back of the Stemmons sign long 
after conceding privately that the marks are on the film, not the sign; 
or who attacks me with such righteous scorn for non-mention of a periodical 
whose name was consciously and carefully excluded from Rush to Judgment; 
and certainly NOT Garrison, with his codes and his quoting out of context 
and his campaign to implicate Oswald in the conspiracy and in clandestine 
sinister relationships with Ruby and Shaw, on the basis of evidence and 
testimony that threaten to invest the Commission's "facts" with undeserved 
dignity. I have already indicated, in the enclosed letter to Penn, the 
parallel that suggests itself. Another parallel is Eisenberg's complaint, 
when I pointed out a falsehood in the WR, that I was "intolerant." 

It is hard to avoid the impression that anything-goes, in the crusade 
to discourage legitimate criticism of Garrison. I have been accused of 
lining up with the Establishment, I have been urged to maintain silence 
for the sake of "solidarity" even against the dictates of conscience, or 
when an unconscionable and outrageous attack has been made against my 
ethical standards by a "colleague" whose unscrupulousness is notorious} 
and I have been accused of some other beauties of delinquency, not to 
say treachery. ("What right do you have to criticize Garrison? You've 
never held public office i") 

Well, I am resisting the temptation to invoke the well-worn cliche, 
about not needing enemies. 3ut I did want to thank Letha for rejecting 
the thesis of my ulterior motivation. By the way, the New Orleans 
hypothesis about my anti-Garrison position does not link me to RFK • 
but ascribes my views to resentment that the Garrison investigation 
will make my book "out of date." Which is almost as fanciful and 
equally malicious. There is really no mystery about my opposition 
to Garrison — for the benefit of the theorists, it is for exactly the 
same reasons as my war against the Warren Report. And I make absolutely 
no apology whatsoever, in either case. 

As ali^ays. 
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Accessories After The Tact 

tion of (he Warren Report in (he anticipation that ii would shed light on this 
aflair had (o resign themselves to waiting longer, until the publication of the 
Healings and Exhibits, for illumination. It was hard to understand why the 
rumors generated by Kline and Pugh were not debunked by the Commission in 
Appendix XII of the Report, ns was, for example, the rumor that a detachment 
of the US. Army “began to rehearse for the funeral more than a week before 
the assassination.” (H'R 60S) The rumor that Oswald was being watched at the 
icquest of an official agency in Washington” seemed no less consequential than 
the funeral rehearsal. 

The impression that the Commission wished to avoid confronting the issue 
was borne out when the Hearings anti Exhibits finally became available. Mr. 
Kline’s affidavit (1511 640) slates tersely: 

1 do not recall being interviewed by Harold Feldman |\Wcl who I am in- 

foimed represented the New York Post With respect to Tee Harvey 

Oswald. I have no personal knowledge whatsoever of any check made on 
him by fbe United States Public Health Service, T. arctic, Texas, either uprn 
, Cix * r y or exit from Mexico in 19<W. 1 have no personal knowledge 
whatsoever that any agency of the United States Government maintained a 
sin vei.kmcc o. Oswald s movements, and J have never indicated to the con- 
trary to any news reporters. ( 15 JI 6*10) 

1 ugns nfiidnvit (1511 610-641) follows along the same lines. He “did not 
recall” being interviewed by the New York Post, and “in any event” all Informa- 
tion be had given p» reporters Intel been supplied by bis assistant, Kline, and did 
not derive from personal knowledge. 

Kline's affidavit was executed on July 31,1 964; Pugh's, on August 26, 1 964. 
ir thcrc arc any intermediate reports, interviews, or documents, they are not ' 
evident in the Exhibits. 

flic affidavits do not dispose of the matter. They repudiate Hie story in the 
New ) ork Post (attributing it erroneously to Harold Feldman, who merely 
icfcrrcd to the story in the Post in an article in The Nation), 0 but the reporter 
who wrote the story was not questioned and we do not know whether, if he were 
questioned, he would retract, modify, or maintain it. The belated pro forma dis- 
c aimers from Pugh and Kline, his alleged sources, cannot by themselves resolve 
the conflict. And what about the story in the New York Herald-Tribune ? That 
newspaper is not mentioned in the affidavits. Since the Herald Tribune story of 
November 26, 1963 remains unchallenged, may we regard it as accurate? 

The evidence suggests that there may be much more to this affair beneath 
l c suiface, but that it may be 75 years before it is excavated. It brings to mind 
a passage from the testimony of Revilo Oliver, professor of classical philology at 
ic University of Illinois and student of the assassination, in colloquy with Coun- 
sel Albert Jenner on September 9, 1 964. 

2?! if/.V-T a C u ’S *1 i ‘Isolation is, “I do not know whether Oswald was paid 
that he was " 1 ‘ hCrC W " S ICStimony beforc llle Warren Commission 

Oswald and the FBI," The Nation, January 27, 1954, pp. 86-89. 










